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Continuation of Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was discussed: Claim 8 
was discussed to correct dependency. So claim 8 now is depended on claim 1 since claim 7 had been cancelled. For 
claims 1, 3, and 4, the operating step was discussed and amended to clarify the use of the tenm 'each track.' See 
attached Examiner's amendment. Also the abstract was discussed and amended to overcome a potential objection for 
not having proper content for the original abstract only purported merits of the invention. See attached Examiner's 
amendment for replacement abstract. 



